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To survive in a dynamic environment, an 
organization must possess the ability to swiftly sense 
changes and (re)deploy reconfigurable resources in 
response to the changes (i.e., organizational agility). 
The literature suggests information technology (IT) can 
enable and constrain organizational agility, making IT-
enabled organizational agility usually fleeting. Drawing 
on a systematic review of 43 articles and on 
organizational agility theories, this study identifies two 
main roles that EA can play in building and sustaining 
IT-enabled organizational agility. First, EA can endow 
IT-enabled resources with architectural properties that 
make them reconfigurable. Second, EA process 
practices provide the ability to form, continually 
improve, and redeploy reconfigurable IT-enabled 
resources in response to emerging changes. The 
architecture properties and EA process practices, 
together with their implications are discussed. This 
study contributes to clarifying the link between EA and 
IT-enabled organizational agility and to explaining how 
EA can help build and sustain IT-enabled 
organizational agility.  
1. Introduction  
Organizations are exposed to change drivers that 
require them to quickly respond. Change drivers include 
changes in customers’ requirements, competition 
criteria, markets, technological innovations, social 
factors, and regulations [1]–[3]. For example, currently, 
the Covid-19 pandemic and its associated regulations 
are change drivers that have forced nations and 
organizations to rethink how to operate and be 
competitive in the new environment created by the 
pandemic. Indeed, organizations are constantly exposed 
to changes, and those that fail to respond, e.g., by 
quickly reconfiguring and redeploying their resources, 
may lose their competitive positions [4] or may even go 
bankrupt [5].  
Thus, the literature suggests that for organizations to 
survive in hostile environments, they need to possess a 
capability called organizational agility [6].  
Organizational agility is defined as “the successful 
exploration of competitive bases (speed, flexibility, 
innovation proactivity, quality and profitability) 
through the integration of reconfigurable resources and 
best practices in a knowledge-rich environment to 
provide customer-driven products and services in a fast 
changing market environment” [7, p. 37] emphasis 
added. 
In the information systems (IS) literature, IT is seen 
as both a change driver and an enabler of organizational 
agility [6]. We refer to organizational agility that is 
enabled by IT as IT-enabled organizational agility. For 
example, IT enables organizational agility when it 
extends an organization’s capability to sense and 
respond to changes [8]. Also, IT enables organizational 
agility when it is deployed in the formation of digital 
options which are IT-enabled capabilities that extend the 
rich and reachness of an organization’s processes and 
knowledge systems [6].  
Nevertheless, in the IS literature, there is an on-
going debate on whether IT contributes to or constrains 
organizational agility [9], [10]. This debate provides 
several accounts where IT constrains agility or enables 
rigidity e.g., [10], [11]. IT may lead to rigidity when it 
is inflexible, or becomes tightly entangled with other 
organizational resources, constraining the ability of an 
organization to untangle, reconfigure and redeploy its 
resources to meet new strategic imperatives [10]–[12]. 
Congruent with the above, several researchers observe 
that the business value of IT is short-lived especially in 
dynamic environments e.g. [13], [14].  
Notwithstanding, the IS literature on organizational 
agility has focused primarily on the role of IT in 
extending the sensing and response capabilities of an 
organization [15], and has paid little attention to the 
creation and redeployment of reconfigurable resources, 
which is at the core of [7]’s classical definition of 
organizational agility. This study contributes to 
addressing this important gap by drawing on the 
Enterprise Architecture (EA) literature. 





EA is concerned with coherently linking IT and 
other organizational resources (e.g., business processes, 
services, and capabilities) to form and evolve the whole 
organization [16], [17]. Findings from prior research, 
e.g., [18]–[20], suggests that EA can support 
organizational agility. Thus, specifically, this study 
seeks to answer the question: What role can EA play in 
building and sustaining IT-enabled organizational 
agility? It draws on a systematic review of the literature 
that links EA and organizational agility to answer the 
research question. 
This study contributes to clarifying the link 
between EA and IT-enabled organizational agility and 
to improving our understanding of how IT can enable 
organizational agility in the long-term by highlighting 
the importance of creating and managing reconfigurable 
IT—enabled resources.  
2. Organizational Agility 
Organizational agility was initially conceived in the 
manufacturing literature and later applied to the IS 
literature [21]. Being a context specific concept, 
organizational agility is defined based on the context in 
which it is applied. There are thus several definitions of 
the concept in the literature [15]. Drawing on a review 
of several early definitions, assumptions behind, and 
applications of the concept, Yusuf et al [7]  proposed a 
consolidated definition of organizational agility. They 
define organizational agility as “the successful 
exploration of competitive bases (speed, flexibility, 
innovation proactivity, quality and profitability) through 
the integration of reconfigurable resources and best 
practices in a knowledge-rich environment to provide 
customer-driven products and services in a fast 
changing market environment” [7, p. 37]. This 
definition highlights the importance of the competitive 
base of an organization, reconfigurable resources, best 
practices, context (knowledge-rich environment), and 
outcome of organizational agility. 
Further, research on organizational agility has 
highlighted the drivers, capabilities, and providers of 
organizational agility. Agility drivers are changes, 
including opportunities and threats, that occur in an 
organization’s environment to which the organization 
must respond [22]. These changes are organization 
specific, and their relevance depends on the state of the 
organization [1]. Agility drivers include, change in 
customer’s requirements, competition criteria, markets, 
technological innovations, and social factors [1]–[3]. 
Agility capabilities provide an organization with the 
ability to respond to changes (i.e., agility drivers) in its 
environment [1], [23]. These capabilities include 
responsiveness, competency, flexibility/adaptability, 
and quickness or speed [1], [2], [23]. Agility providers 
are the means by which an organization builds its agility 
capabilities. They include the organization, people, 
technology and innovation bundled together; for 
example, by IT [1], [2], [23]. Thus, for an organization 
to be agile, it needs to amass agility providers from 
which it derives agility capabilities to address agility 
drivers. 
In the IS literature, an early work by Sambamurthy 
et al.[6] indicates that an IT can aid organizational 
agility by bundling organizational resources into digital 
options that extend the rich and reachness of the 
organizational resources (e.g., processes and knowledge 
systems). Indeed, this view supports the 
complementarity view on business value of IT. The 
complementarity view suggests that an IT asset can 
result in value when it is combined with other 
organizational resources to form an IT-enabled resource 
with extended or new capabilities needed to meet 
organizational goals [14], [24]. The IS literature on 
organizational agility has conceptually (e.g., [8], [25]) 
and empirically (e.g., [26], [27]) studied how IT can 
extend the capabilities with which an organization 
senses (i.e., sensing capability) and responds (i.e., 
response capability) to change drivers. It has also 
studied how IT may influence different types of agility 
including operational agility [12], process agility [28], 
strategic agility [29], customer agility [27], and IS 
development agility [30]. The IS literature on 
organizational agility has also studied the importance of 
context (e.g., organizational environment) on achieving 
organizational agility, and the outcomes of 
organizational agility [15], [28]. 
Nevertheless, the IS literature on organizational 
agility has paid little attention to how organizations can 
sustain IT-enabled organizational agility by creating, 
maintaining, and redeploying reconfigurable IT-enabled 
resources. This is an important gap because of the very 
means by which IT results in value, including 
organizational agility. Research indicates that an IT can 
derail organizational agility when the IT is not flexible, 
or when the IT is tightly combined or coupled with other 
organizational resources such that it is difficult to 
reconfigure and redeploy the resources [10]–[12]. Thus, 
though IT can lead to agility in one instance, it may 
derail the ability of an organization to attain agility in 
another. This notion is supported by observations that 
IT value are short-lived especially in dynamic 
environments (e.g. [13], [14]), and the contradictory 
relationship between IT and organizational agility 
leading to debates on whether IT enables or constrains 
organizational agility. We argue that this conflicting 
findings and debates exist largely because the 
importance of creating and managing reconfigurable IT-
enabled resources has received little attention in the 
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conception of the link between IT and organizational 
agility.  
This study contributes to the IS literature on IT-
enabled organizational agility by studying how 
organizations can build and sustain IT-enabled 
organizational agility through the formation and 
management of reconfigurable IT-enabled resources. 
3. Enterprise Architecture 
Enterprise architecture (EA) refers to the 
fundamental structure and structuring of an organization 
as a bundle of the organization’s components and the 
relationships among the components based on a set of 
principles that guide the design, representation, and 
evolution of the organization [17], [31], [32]. Usually, 
EA is concerned with establishing a coherent link 
between IT and other organizational resources (e.g., 
business processes, services, and capabilities) to form 
and evolve the whole organization [16], [17]. 
An EA is usually conceived as having two natures; 
it manifest as a product and a process [33]. The product 
nature of EA relates to architectural artefacts and 
architectural deliverables. Architecture artefacts are the 
conceptual designs and representations of, and the plans 
needed to implement, an organization’s components 
[31], [34]. Examples include, business capability model, 
solution design, and roadmaps [31], [34]. Architectural 
deliverables are the actual manifestation of architectural 
artefacts, e.g., business capabilities, business services, 
and information systems components [31], [35]. Thus, 
EA products consist of EA artifacts and EA 
deliverables.  The process nature of EA relates to the 
processes by which EA products are created, 
maintained, redeployed, and retired [33]. The concept, 
Enterprise Architecture Management (EAM) refers to 
the process nature of EA. EAM is defined as a set of 
managerial activities (e.g., governance, and change 
management) that establishes and continuously 
improves EA products in a way that supports the 
formulation and execution of organizational strategy; 
especially, those relating to change [36], [37, p. 3]. 
Some scholars have studied the link between EA and 
organizational agility e.g., [18]–[20]. Venkatesh et al. 
[38] found that by increasing its EA maturity level, a US 
hospital was able to achieve operational agility through 
the integration and standardization of its business 
processes using IT. Similarly, [39] found that EA 
maturity influences organizational agility by supporting 
IT alignment and operational IT effectiveness. Richter 
and Basten [40] also observed that EA leads to 
organizational agility through integration, transparency 
and reuse of services. 
We systematically review prior literature to 
synthesize knowledge on the roles that EA can play in 
building and sustaining IT-enabled organizational 
agility. 
4. Research Method  
4.1. Searching and Selecting Papers 
To collate and synthesis findings from prior research 
on EA and organizational agility, we performed a 
systematic literature review [41], [42] using the search 
string “("Agile" OR "Agility" OR "Adaptive") AND 
("Enterprise Architecture" OR "Enterprise Architecture 
Management")” to search for articles in AIS e-library, 
ScienceDirect, and Google Scholar. The search was 
done on 8th August 2019 and was not limited by the year 
of publication. However, in Google Scholar, the search 
was done in two bits: up until 2015; and from 2016 to 
2019. This allowed us to gather the meta-data of all the 
1730 articles. The search returned a total of 3010 articles 
across the three databases ( See Table 1). We then 
scanned the articles for appropriateness. 
First, the titles and abstracts of the articles were read, 
eliminating articles that were duplicates, written in other 
languages aside English, editorials, introduction to 
conference tracks, and extended abstracts (criteria 1). 
Second, articles that were not on EA, EAM or related 
concepts were eliminated (criteria 2). Third, the 
introduction and conclusions of the remaining articles 
were read. Articles that discussed EA, EAM, and related 
concepts broadly without focusing on agility or 
adaptability were eliminated (criteria 3). Fourth, 
contents of the remaining papers were quickly skimmed 
for information on how EA or EAM influence IT-
enabled organizational agility. Articles that broadly 
discussed the propensity of EA to contribute to 
organizational agility without discussing how EA may 
do so, were eliminated (criteria 4). We were left with 43 
articles ( See Table 1) that provided information on the 
link between EA and organizational agility. Figure 1 
presents the distribution of the 43 articles by year of 
publication. 
Table 1. The Results from Literature Search 
Database No. of Articles 
AIS e-Library 249 
Science Direct 1031 
Google Scholar 1730 
Total of papers retrieved 3010 
Elimination Criteria 1 298 
Elimination Criteria 2 1466 
Elimination Criteria 3 809 
Elimination Criteria 4 394 
Total papers eliminated 2967 




Figure 1 Distribution of Articles by Year of 
Publication 
4.2. Findings 
We made two notable observations. First, contrary to the 
findings of other literature reviews that the EA research 
is mostly conceptual e.g., [43]–[45], we found that most 
of the papers discussing the relationship between EA 
and organizational agility are empirical. Given that most 
of the empirical papers are recent, i.e., from 2014, one 
could infer that research on EA, especially in this area, 
is embracing empirics. Second, in line with prior 
research e.g., [45], [46], we observed that most authors 
do not employ theories in explaining the relationship 
between EA and organizational agility. 
Table 2. List of Articles Reviewed (Grouped by 
Type of Article) 
Type of paper Articles (N = 43)  
Conceptual, i.e., 
not based on 
empirical data  
(N= 16) 
[47], [48], [49],[50], [51], [52], 
[53], [54], [55], [56], [57], [58], 




 (N= 27) 
[62], [39], [63], [64], [65], [66], 
[67], [68], [69], [70], [71], [72], 
[18], [40], [73], [19], [74], [75], 
[38], [76], [77], [20], [78], [79], 
[80], [81], [82] 
  
5. Discussions  
The relationship between EA and IT-enabled 
organizational agility has received considerable 
attention in the literature e.g., [18]–[20]. In this paper, 
we draw on a systematic literature review to collate and 
synthesize knowledge on how EA can support IT-
enabled organizational agility, especially in the long-
term. We synthesize prior knowledge around the 
product nature of EA and the process nature of EA. In 
other words, we synthesize the architectural properties 
that make EA products reconfigurable, and the EA 
process practices that support the creation, continuous 
improvement, and redeployment of EA products (e.g., 
IT-enabled resources) in response to shifting change 
drivers. The synthesis is summarized in Table 3 and 
Table 4, and discussed in sections 5.1 and 5.2. 
5.1. Architectural Properties of EA Products 
The EA literature on the link between EA and 
organizational agility suggests that for an organization 
to build and sustain organizational agility, the 
organization’s resources should possess certain 
architectural properties that make the resources 
reconfigurable (see Table 3). Reconfigurable resources 
will enable the organization to quickly untangle and 
reassemble its resources in response to changes. The 
availability of reconfigurable resources (e.g., 
reconfigurable IT-enabled resources) is essential for 
building and sustaining IT-enabled organizational 
agility [7]. 
In that regard, the literature suggests that EA 
products (e.g., IT-enabled resources) should have 
standardized interfaces and should be loosely coupled 
with each other enabling the detail of individual EA 
products to be readily modified without causing arduous 
architectural burdens or disrupting the functioning of 
other resources [19], [54]. Further, it should be possible 
to scale up and down, and to adapt individual EA 
products to seize new opportunities or to address new 
changes [53], [64]. 
Furthermore, EA products should be modular and 
reusable making it possible for EA teams to readily 
replace non-performing EA products and quickly 
reassemble existing EA products in a new way to 
address emerging strategic imperatives [70], [71]. An 
EA team is a set of stakeholders, including architects, 
who are tasked with an aspect of EA. Lastly, EA 
products should be appropriately represented in a 
collapsible manner such that each stakeholder can 
obtain an appropriate view (e.g., high-level or detail 
view) and a common understanding of  EA products  
[51], [58]. 
Table 3. Architectural Properties of EA Products 




have standardized and loosely coupled 
interfaces 
[19], [54] 
be scalable and adaptable (flexible) [53], [64] 



































be represented in a collapsible manner 
to aid effective communication 
[53], [66] 
5.2. EA Process Practices 
An organization can build and sustain IT-enable 
organizational agility by employing EA processes to 
create, continually improve, and redeploy 
reconfigurable EA products (e.g., IT-enabled 
resources). However, the EA literature on 
organizational agility suggests that for an organization 
to do so, it should adopt certain EA process practices. 
We discuss these EA process practices below and 
summarize them in Table 4. 
The organization should define, institutionalize, and 
use EA principles to ensure that EA products are 
endowed with architectural properties such as 
modularity, loose coupling, adaptability and standard 
interfaces [62], [77]. These architectural properties, as 
discussed in the previous sub-section, will improve the 
reconfigurability of EA products, and support IT-
enabled organizational agility in the long-term. 
Further, EA teams should be self-organizing and 
cross-functional, working with and enabling continuous 
collaboration among different stakeholders (e.g., IT and 
business functions of the organization) [69], [72]. Cross-
functional and collaborative approach to EA may serve 
as an agility provider by improving team building, 
collaborative relationship, and integration of ideas and 
processes [2], [3], [7]. 
Furthermore, EA processes should rely on common 
terminologies and shared understanding; and EA related 
knowledge and products should be stored in a repository 
where they are effectively communicated to all 
stakeholders [58], [62], [69]. When used as a source of 
architectural knowledge and products, and made 
accessible to stakeholders across an organization, an EA 
repository can enable agility providers and support 
decision-making capability by providing architectural 
knowledge based on which timely decisions are made 
[7]. However, the representation and descriptions of the 
EA products should just be enough to avoid slowing 
down EA processes with elaborate documentation 
processes [58], [69]. 
Also, the organization should organize its EA 
initiatives into a series of projects and implement them 
iteratively with each iteration improving on or 
incrementally adding new outputs to the outputs of 
previous iterations [50], [65]. Organizing EA initiatives 
in this way enables EA teams to timely deliver working 
EA products (e.g., IT-enabled resources) to stakeholders 
and to handle changes promptly [50], [52]. It also 
ensures that EA teams do not treat IT-business 
alignment and integration as a one-off event but as an 
on-going process [19], [70]. However, the individual 
EA initiatives (whether planned or emergent) should be 
coordinated synergistically towards achieving and 
maintaining a coherent EA. Employing an incremental 
yet coordinated approach to EA enables EA teams to 
serve as agility providers by providing the capability 
with which an organization can timely respond to 
change [1], [2]. 
Lastly, EA initiatives should incorporate both 
bottom-up and top-down EA processes that are self-
improving and adaptable to different use contexts [62], 
[68], [77]. Incorporating bottom-up and top down EA 
processes allows EA teams to, on the one hand, respond 
to changes, and take advantage of innovations, from 
downstream EA processes, and on the other hand, 
respond to strategic initiatives from upstream EA 
processes. EA processes that are self-improving and 
adaptable to different use contexts can be improved 
based on past experiences, and be used in different 
contexts; for example, to address planned and emergent 
changes. Such EA processes serve as agility providers 
by enabling the capability for flexible and quick 
response to both downstream and upstream changes, 
which may be planned or emergent. Further, they  allow 
EA teams to incorporate experiences towards building 
core competencies over time [2], [3], [7]. 
Table 4. EA Process Practices 
EA Process Practices Sample 
Sources 
Define, institutionalize, and use EA 
principles that promote the 
reconfigurability of EA products 
[62], [77] 
Foster continuous participation of, and 
collaboration among, different 
stakeholders and functions 
[68], 
[69], [78] 




Establish and use common 




Use a repository to store and 
effectively communicate architecture 




Enact and coordinate a series of 
projects to foster incremental and 




Use Iterative EA development and 
improvement processes to promote 





Incorporate both bottom-up and top-
down EA processes 
[55], [68] 
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EA processes should be self-improving 
and adaptable to different contexts 
[52], 
[72], [77] 
5.3. EA and IT-enabled Organizational Agility 
IT-enabled organizational agility hinges on the fact 
that IT can be used to extend the sensing and response 
capabilities of an organization [8] or employed to 
digitize an organization’s processes and knowledge 
resources in the formation of IT-enabled resources or 
digital options [6]. However, research shows that 
combining IT and other resources to extend sensing and 
response capabilities or to form IT-enabled resources or 
digital options may result in rigidity, cutting short the 
enabling effect of IT on organizational agility [10]. In 
this sub-section, we briefly discuss how the architectural 
properties of EA products, and the EA process practices 
can support an organization to build and sustain IT-
enabled organizational agility. 
Based on organizational agility theories, and on the 
EA literature discussed above, we propose that EA can 
contribute to building and sustaining IT-enabled 
organizational agility by providing the ability to form, 
continually improve, and redeploy reconfigurable IT-
enabled resources to address shifting strategic 
imperatives. For an IT-enabled resource to be 
reconfigurable, it should possess the architectural 
properties discussed in section 5.1. It should be flexible, 
modular, reusable, scalable, adaptable, and should have 
standard interfaces that are loosely coupled with other 
resources. The architecture properties of an IT-enabled 
resource may be analyzed at two levels. First, the 
architectural properties of the IT and organizational 
resources that are combined to form the IT-enabled 
resource; and second, the architectural properties of the 
IT-enabled resource that ensues. Thus, the IT-enabled 
resource and its components should be endowed with 
the architectural properties of an EA product. 
The EA process practices discussed in section 5.2 act 
as agility providers that support the design and 
integration of IT and other resources to form 
reconfigurable IT-enabled resources. Further, the EA 
process practices can be employed by EA teams to 
continually improve, reconfigure, and redeploy IT-
enabled resources to meet new goals. Thus, equipped 
with appropriate EA process practices, EA teams can act 
as response capabilities that quickly and timely 
(re)combine and integrate reconfigurable IT-enabled 
resources in pursuit of ever-changing strategic goals. In 
that regard, besides providing the capability to combine 
IT and other resources to form IT-enabled resources, EA 
also provides the capability that makes IT-enabled 
resources reconfigurable in order to curb rigidity and 
sustain IT-enabled organizational agility. 
Thus, the role of EA in building and sustaining IT-
enabled organizational agility involves the creation, 
continuous improvement, and redeployment of 
reconfigurable IT-enabled resources in response to 
emerging change drivers, especially in dynamic 
business environments. In this regard, EA acts mostly as 
a response capability of an organization. This supports 
Richter and Basten [40]’s observation that informants in 
a case organization recounted the effects of EA on 
response capabilities than they did the effects of EA on 
sensing capabilities. Nevertheless, in line with 
MacCormach et al [18], a collaborative approach to EA 
initiatives that ensures the participation of several 
stakeholders can support the sensing capabilities of an 
organization. 
Also, EA acts as an agility provider by creating and 
extending agility capabilities through the formation, 
improvement, and redeployment of reconfigurable IT-
enabled resources in response to agility drivers. 
6. Contributions and Implications  
The ability of organizations to swiftly sense change 
drivers, and swiftly respond by creating and integrating 
reconfigurable resources is an important organizational 
capability, called organizational agility, needed to 
survive in dynamic environments. Organizations 
without this capability may lose their competitive 
positions or may even go bankrupt. Research has 
conceptually and empirically proven the importance of 
IT in enabling organizational agility (i.e., IT-enabled 
organizational agility) mostly through the formation of 
IT-enabled resources that extend the sensing and 
response capabilities of an organization [8], [27]. 
However, research has also found that an IT may 
impede organizational agility when the IT and other 
resources are inflexible, or are combined in ways that 
constrain the ability of an organization to decouple, 
recombine and redeploy the IT and other resources in 
response to emerging change drivers [10]–[12]. Thus, 
the effect of IT in enabling organizational agility may 
be short-lived. This study investigates the role that EA 
can play in building and sustaining IT-enabled 
organizational agility. To do so, it draws on a systematic 
review of the EA literature on organizational agility. 
Findings from this study suggest that, the role of EA 
is twofold. One, EA can endow an IT-enabled resource 
with architectural properties that make the IT-enabled 
resource configurable. Second, EA process practices 
can support the creation, continual improvement, and 
redeployment of reconfigurable IT-enabled resources 
(e.g., digital options, and digitized capabilities) in 
response to changes in the organizational environment. 
Findings from this study contribute to the debate on 
whether IT enables or constrains organizational agility. 
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Indeed, IT may both enable and constrain organizational 
agility. However, our findings suggest that for an 
organization to build and sustain IT-enabled 
organizational agility, it is not enough for the 
organization to possess the capability for combining and 
integrating IT and other organizational resources to 
form IT-enabled resources. The organization must also 
possess a capability that; one, makes the IT-enabled 
resources reconfigurable; and two, continually improves 
and redeploys the IT-enabled resources to meet new 
goals. 
In other words, instead of an IT, an organization’s 
capability used to form IT-enabled resources may rather 
be the main source of rigidity. For instance, two 
organizations may obtain the same IT asset from an 
open market. However, one may derive long-term IT-
enabled organizational agility through the exploration of 
its capabilities in the formation and redeployment of 
reconfigurable IT-enabled resources, whereas the other 
may fail to gain long-term organizational agility because 
it lacks the capability to form and redeploy 
reconfigurable IT-enabled resources. 
Also, this study contributes architectural properties 
of EA products and EA process practices that 
organizations, which seek to build and sustain IT-
enabled organizational agility, can incorporate into the 
design of their EA methods and EA maturity models. 
Research shows that although there are several popular 
EA frameworks and methods, e.g., TOGAF, 
organizations tend to design their own local EA 
frameworks and methods [83], [84]. The findings of this 
study can be useful to such organization specific EA 
initiatives. Future research can also explore the findings 
of this study in the design of EA methods (e.g., agile 
EAM methods) that promote the agility of the EA 
function, which is the organizational unit that concerns 
itself with the conception, implementation, and 
management of EA [85], and the organization as a 
whole. 
Further, this study clarifies a theoretical link 
between EA and organizational agility (especially, IT-
enabled organizational agility). It does so by drawing on 
EA and organizational agility theories to explain the 
important roles that EA can play in creating, managing, 
and redeploying reconfigurable IT-enabled resources. 
Practitioners can adopt and leverage the 
architectural properties and EA process practices 
discussed in this paper to build and sustain IT-enabled 
organizational agility. 
7. Limitation and Future Research  
Despite the contributions of this study, it is limited 
to the findings of the 43 articles that we reviewed. 
However, drawing on a review of 16 conceptual articles 
and 27 empirical articles on the link between EA and 
organizational agility, this study consolidates and 
improves our understanding of how EA can help build 
and sustain IT-enabled organizational agility. Since, this 
is a growing area of research, seeing that most of the 
articles we reviewed are recent, the findings of this 
study may serve as the basis upon which future research 
on EA and organizational agility can build. 
Future research can empirically examine the 
findings of this study. First, future research can examine 
the findings by studying the extent to which the 
architectural properties of EA products and EA process 
practices are included in organizational EA initiatives. 
Second, future research can examine the findings of this 
study by drawing on the architectural properties and the 
EA process practices to design EA methods that 
improve the agility of the EA function and that of the 
organization as a whole. Such research efforts can rely 
on, for example, action design research [86] to design 
and evaluate agile EA methods and practices in 
organizations whilst contributing design artefacts that 
are transferable beyond the case organizations. Third, 
since organizational context; including strategic 
orientation [26] and environmental dynamics [28] may 
influence the quest for and the ability to achieve IT-
enabled organizational agility; future research should 
also investigate the environmental context under which 
the findings of this study are more applicable. For 
instance, future research can investigate the extent to 
which the architectural properties and EA process 
practices are applicable in organizations that embark on 
digital transformation journeys [87], or that adopt a 
“bimodal” approach [88] to managing IT and business. 
8. Conclusion  
This study investigates the roles of EA in building 
and sustaining IT-enabled organizational agility. 
Drawing on a systematic review of the literature on EA 
and organizational agility, it collates, and synthesizes 
the roles that EA can play along the product nature of 
EA and the process nature of EA. Whereas the product 
nature of EA elucidates the architectural properties that 
can make an IT-enabled resource reconfigurable, the 
process nature of EA prescribes EA process practices 
that can support the creation, continuous improvement, 
and redeployment of reconfigurable IT-enabled 
resources to address emerging change drivers.  
This study improves our understanding of the link 
between EA and IT-enabled organizational agility and 
contributes towards resolving the on-going debate on 
whether IT enables organizational agility or rigidity. 
Areas for future research are discussed and researchers 
are encouraged to empirically examine the findings of 
this study in different organizational contexts. 
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